






H. Impact 4.5-2: Impact on Archaeological Resources. The Project could cause a 
substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource. This impact 
will be mitigated to a less-than significant level by the County's Mitigation Measures CR-
5 and CR-6, which provide mitigation measures in the event that previously unidentified 
unique archaeological resources are encountered during construction or operational 
repairs. 

I. Impact 4.5-3: Impact on Paleontological Resources. The Project could directly 
or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geological feature. 
This impact will be mitigated to a less-than significant level by the County's Mitigation 
Measure CR-7, requiring paleontological monitoring. 

J. Impact 4.5-4: Impact on Human Remains. The Project could disturb human 
remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries. This impact will be 
mitigated to a less-than significant level by the County' s Mitigation Measure CR-8, which 
specifies procedures to be followed in the event that evidence of human remains is 
discovered during project-related activities. 

K. Impact 4.6-1: Possible Risks to People and Structures Caused by Strong 
Seismic Ground Shaking. The Project sites are located in an area of moderate to high 
seismic activity and, therefore, project-related structures could be subject to damage from 
seismic ground shaking and related secondaiy geologic hazards. This impact will be 
mitigated to a less-than significant level by the County's Mitigation Measure GEO-I, 
requiring preparation of a geotechnical report and implementation of measures identified 
in the final geotechnical engineering report. 

L. Impact 4.6-2: Unstable Geologic Conditions. The Project could be located on 
a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that could become unstable as a result of the 
project. This impact will be mitigated to a less-than significant level by the County's 
Mitigation Measure GEO-I, requiring preparation of a geotechnical report and 
implementation of measures identified in the final geotechnical engineering report 

M. Impact 4.6-3: Construction-related Erosion. Construction activities during 
project implementation would involve grading and movement of earth in soils subject to 
wind and water erosion as well as topsoil loss. This impact will be mitigated to a less-than 
significant level by the County's Mitigation Measure HYD-1, requiring preparation of a 
storm water pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) and implementation of best management 
practices (BMPs) to reduce erosion from the construction site. 

N. Impact 4.6-4: Exposure to Potential Hazards from Problematic Soils. The 
Project could encounter expansive or corrosive soils thereby subjecting related structures 
to potential risk of failure. This impact will be mitigated to a less-than significant level by 
the County's Mitigation Measure GEO-2, requiring implementation of corrosion 
protection measures. 
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0. Impact 4.6-5: On-site Wastewater Treatment and Disposal. The Project would 
have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative waste 
water disposal systems. This impact will be mitigated to a less-than significant level by 
the County's Mitigation Measure GEO-3, requiring compliance with the County's on-site 
wastewater treatment and disposal requirements. 

P. Impact 4.8-2: Possible Risk to the Public or Environment through Release of 
Hazardous Materials. The Project may result in an accidental release of hazardous 
materials into environment from project-related activities. This impact will be mitigated 
to a less-than significant level by the County's Mitigation Measures HAZ-1 (requiring 
completion of Phase II Environmental Site Assessment) and HAZ-2 (establishing 
procedures in the event of a hazardous materials discovery). 

Q. Impact 4.9-1: Violation of Water Quality Standards During Construction. 
Construction of the Project could generate discharges to surface water resources that could 
potentially violate water quality standards or waste discharge requirements. This impact 
will be mitigated to a less-than significant level by the County's Mitigation Measures 
HYD-1 (requiring preparation of a SWPPP and implementation of BMPs prior to 
construction and site restoration) and HYD-2 (requiring proper disposition of construction 
dewatering in accordance with the Colorado River Basin Regional Water Quality Control 
Board requirements). 

R. Impact 4.9-2: Violation of Water Quality Standards During Operation. 
Operation of the Project could involve the use of materials or substances that could be 
entrained in surface runoff and discharge to surface waterways or groundwater. This 
impact will be mitigated to a less-than significant level by the County' s Mitigation 
Measure HYD-3, requiring incorporation of post-construction runoff BMPs into the 
project drainage plan and integration of opportunities for low impact development. 

Based on independent review, DWR concurs with the County's determinations that the mitigation 
measures set forth in the EIR will reduce the identified environmental impacts to a less-than­
significant level. 

III. SIGNIFICANT AND UNA VOIDABLE ADVERSE IMP ACTS 

Based on independent review, DWR concurs with the County's determination that the EIR 
identified and discussed significant effects that may occur as a result of the project and that, with 
implementation of mitigation measures discussed in the Final EIR, these impacts would be mitigated 
to a less-than-significant level. As a result, there were not any impacts identified in the EIR that 
would remain significant and unavoidable. 

IV. MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

DWR has reviewed the MMRP, approved by the Board of Supervisors of the County of Imperial 
on January 15, 2019, as a condition of its approval of the Project, and which meets the requirements 
of CEQA Guidelines Section 1509l(d). Compliance with the County's MMRP will be required 
pursuant to the proposed PP A between DWR and 8minute Solar Energy. 
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V. ALTERNATIVES 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) states: "An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable 
alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the 
basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects 
of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives." Accordingly, the alternatives 
selected by the County for review in the EIR focus on alternatives that could eliminate or reduce 
significant environmental impacts to a level of insignificance, consistent with the Project's objectives 
(i.e., the alternatives could impede to some degree the attainment of Project objectives, but still would 
enable the Project to obtain its basic objectives). Four alternatives to the Project were considered in 
the EIR, as follows: 

• Alternative 1 - No Project/No Development 
• Alternative 2 - Reduced Acreage Alternative (A void Prime Farmland) 
• Alternative 3 - Increased Development Setback (LSFl site) 
• Alternative 4 - Development within Renewable Energy Overlay Zone. 

The County found Alternative 1 would have less environmental impacts than the Project; 
however, it would not meet any of the Project's objectives. Additionally, Alternative 1 would not 
help California meet its statutory and regulatory goal of increasing renewable power generation, 
including GHG reduction goals of AB 32. 

The County found Alternative 2 would result in reduced impacts to agriculture, air quality, 
biological resources, and hydrology/water quality, and would not result in any greater environmental 
impacts when compared to the Project. Alternative 2 would meet most of the basic project objectives. 
However, this alternative would make it more difficult to achieve the overall objective of providing 
325 MW of renewable solar energy, on a daily basis, as there would be less area available for the 
placement of PV structures. 

The County found Alternative 3 would result in reduced impacts to agriculture, air quality, 
biological resources, and hydrology/water quality, and would not result in any greater environmental 
impacts when compared to the Project. Alternative 3 would meet most of the basic objectives of the 
Project. However, this alternative would make it more difficult to achieve the overall objective of 
providing 325 MW of renewable solar energy, as there would be less area available for the placement 
of PV structures. 

The County found Alternative 4 would result in reduced impacts to agriculture, air quality, and 
hydrology/air quality. However, it would result in greater impacts to aesthetics, biological resources, 
cultural resources, and noise. Alternative 4 would meet most of the basic objectives of the Project. 
However, this alternative would make it more difficult to achieve the overall objective of providing 
a total of325 megawatts MW ofrenewable solar energy, as there would be less area available for the 
placement of PV structures. 

Because the Project, as mitigated, would not have a significant impact on the environment, CEQA 
does not require DWR to consider an environmentally superior alternative when approving the 
Project. Nevertheless, DWR has considered the alternatives analysis in the EIR and finds that it 
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covers an adequate range and discussion of alternatives as such alternatives relate to the parts of the 
project that DWR proposes to carry out, finance or approve (see CEQA Guidelines Section 
15096 (g)). 

VI. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONS ID ERA TIO NS 

California Public Resource Code Section 21002 provides: " ... in the event specific economic, 
social and other conditions make infeasible such project alternatives or such mitigation measures, 
individual projects can be approved in spite of one or more significant effects thereof." When an 
agency approves a project which will result in the occurrence of significant effects on the 
environment which are identified in the EIR but are not avoided or substantially lessened, the agency 
shall adopt a statement of oven-.iding considerations stating the specific reasons to support its action 
based on the final EIR and other information in the record. (CEQA Guidelines Sections 15093(b), 
15096(h).) 

Because the Project, as mitigated, would not have a significant effect on the environment, 
CEQA does not require DWR to adopt a statement of overriding considerations. 

VII. NO SUPPLEMENT AL OR SUBSEQUENT EIR IS REQUIRED 

DWR finds that no Subsequent or Supplemental EIR is required. In particular, DWR finds that 
there are no substantial changes in the Project; no substantial changes in the circumstances under 
which the Project is undertaken; and no new information of substantial importance, which gives rise 
to a new significant environmental impact or otherwise triggers the need for additional CEQA review 
under Sections 15162 or 15163 of the CEQA Guidelines. 

VIII. ADOPTION OF FINDINGS 

DWR hereby formally adopts the Findings set forth herein, which meet the requirements of 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15091. 

Ted Craddock 
Deputy Director 

State Water Project 

Date 
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